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Abstract — Lexical bundles are considered a fundamental feature of academic writing and have been
extensively studied by corpus linguists. However, while learner corpus-based studies have noted the
differences between first (L1) and second languages (L2) in the production of lexical bundles, few
of them have assessed the underlying causes of such differences, particularly regarding cross-
linguistic transfer. The present study investigates the use of lexical bundles in professional writing
in the field of Educational Psychology produced by L1 English and L1 Russian authors in order to
evaluate the evidence of cross-linguistic transfer in the writing of L2 English learners with L1
Russian background and examine the patterns of L2 English lexical bundle use that mirror L1
English production. This exploratory study compares the frequency and discourse functions of
lexical bundles produced by native speakers of English to those used by Russian speakers in their
L2 English professional writing, as well as professional writing in their L1. The results of the study
indicate that L2 English writing produced by Russian speakers displays overlap in the composition
and use of lexical bundles in L1 Russian writing pointing at possible L1 transfer.

Keywords — lexical bundles; professional writing; L1 transfer; cross-linguistic analysis; Russian;
English

1. INTRODUCTION

Linguistic features of academic writing registers have been scrutinized by corpus
researchers over the last few decades (see Hyland 2015). One of those features are lexical
bundles (LBs), or recurrent lexical sequences identified through corpus analysis (Pan et
al. 2016). As described by Paquot (2013), lexical bundles may be grammatically complete
or incomplete phrasal (e.g., at the same time, the results of the) or clausal (e.g., | think
that, is used as the) segments that fulfil certain discourse functions. As such, LBs have
been found to generally act as referential markers (e.g., at the end of), text organizers
(e.g., as shown in figure), and stance markers (e.g., it is possible that) in written registers
(Biber et al. 2003). Corpus linguistic studies have often compared native speaker (L1)

and second language (L2) learner production of LBs in academic writing in a target
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language (e.g., Chen and Baker 2010; O’Donnell et al. 2013). One major limitation of
such studies, however, is that they do not consider the native language of the writers and
its possible influences on the way lexical bundles are patterned in academic texts. In other
words, the common approach contrasting L1 and L2 LBs in a target language without
examining the third component, academic writing in learners’ L1, does not provide us
with insights into the possible reasons behind the observed LB patterns. While studies
have recognized the active role that cross-linguistic transfer may play in L2 writing (e.g.,
Bybee 2008; Paquot 2014), evidence of transfer has been limited. Moreover, the existing
evidence of cross-linguistic transfer has been largely inconsistent in motivating the
approaches to the assessment of transfer in previous studies and thus potentially
weakening the validity of the results.

The goal of the present study is to explore the potential L1 influence in L2 English
professional writing produced by Russian authors through the analysis and comparison
of high-frequency LBs in three corpora of academic articles in the field of Educational
Psychology published in L1 English, L2 English, and L1 Russian. The purpose is to
contribute to our understanding of the use of LBs in L2 published academic writing and
provide insights into the possible causes of discrepancies in the use of LBs in L1 and L2
writing. First, the study compares the patterns of LB use in L1 and L2 English writing
produced by Russian writers to provide further evidence regarding the development of
L2 academic writing. Second, the role of L1 influence in the use of LBs by L2 English
learners is examined. More specifically, the study compares the use of LBs in two
varieties of writing within one discipline: L2 English written by Russian native speakers
and L1 Russian. Applying Jarvis’s (2000) intra-L1-group congruity criterion of the L1
influence identification framework, the study aims to determine the extent to which the
use of LBs in L2 English academic writing made by Russian native speakers differs from
the L1 Russian norms. To that end, a functional analysis of LBs in the three language
varieties (L1 English, L2 English, L1 Russian) is also performed to collect additional

evidence of L1 influence in published L2 English writing.

To the author’s knowledge, this is the first study that examines evidence of L1
English-likeness and possible L1 transfer in the use of LBs by Russian speakers of
English. Importantly, the study examines expert writing from the discipline of
Educational Psychology to avoid confounding “register/discipline differences with the
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difference between groups of writers” (Pan et al. 2016: 62). More precisely, the study
addresses the following research questions:

1. To what extent does L1 Russian writers’ use of high-frequency LBs in L2 English
writing in the field of Educational Psychology can be attributed to writers’ L1

influence and/or proximity to L1 English production?
a. What are the bundles that are shared between the three language varieties?
b. What are the bundles that are shared between L1 and L2 English writing?

c. What are the bundles that are shared between L2 English and L1 Russian

writing? (Jarvis’s (2000) Intra-L1-group congruity criterion).

2. What are the differences in discourse functions of the identified LBs used in L1
English, L2 English, and L1 Russian expert writing in Educational Psychology?

The paper starts with a brief overview of current literature on LBs in academic writing as
well as the role of writers’ L1 in LB use (Section 2). Section 3 follows with a description
of the corpus used in the study as well as the methodology used. Finally, the results are
presented and discussed in Section 4 with regard to Jarvis’s (2000) framework of L1

transfer as well as within the domain of academic writing.

2. OVERVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
2.1. LBs in academic writing

Since the introduction of the concept of LBs, or “recurrent expressions, regardless of their
idiomaticity, and regardless of their structural status” (Biber et al. 1999: 990), studies in
corpus linguistics have examined their role in L2 writing (e.g., Simpson-Vlach and Ellis 2010;
Salazar 2014). Particularly in the domain of English for Academic Purposes (EAP),
researchers have agreed that learners’ control of formulaic sequences, such as LBs, is
essential for successful academic writing as this register exhibits “a distinct set of lexical
bundles, associated with [its] typical communicative purposes” (Biber and Barbieri 2007:
265). Further investigating this argument, Hyland (2008) explored the forms, structure,
and functions of LBs in a large corpus of academic writing within four disciplines. He
found that bundles were not only important for academic discourse, but also for
differentiating texts by discipline (Hyland 2008: 57). Increasingly, in the field of EAP,

studies have used this framework to compare and analyze the use of LBs by native
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speakers and L2 learners of English in academic writing. So far, it has been shown that
the use of formulaic language largely depends on the language level of L2 writers. For
example, Staples et al. (2013) examined learners’ use of bundles in prompted Test of
English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) writing tasks. The study showed that high
proficiency learners used fewer bundles compared to low proficiency learners, thus
lending support to the hypothesis that learners move towards self-constructed rather than
formulaic language with an increase in their target language proficiency (Ellis 2002).

Although LBs are likely to be observed in advanced academic writing, it is still
unclear whether highly proficient L2 English learners use them effectively. Research
seems to agree that learners misuse L1 English bundles and fail to understand their
pragmatic functions in agreement with L1 conventions (Granger 1998; Nekrasova 2009).
For example, Chen and Baker (2010) compared LBs retrieved from a corpus of published
academic texts with LBs in two corpora of student academic writing (L1 and L2). The
study demonstrated that L2 learners employed a smaller range of LBs in their writing;
furthermore, they overused certain expressions which were rarely used by native speakers
(Chen and Baker 2010: 43). Adapting Chen and Baker’s (2010) methodology, Adel and
Erman (2012) investigated the use of English-language LBs in advanced learner writing
in comparison with native-speaker writing. For their analysis, the researchers focused on
writing by undergraduate university students in the discipline of linguistics. The study
found that native speakers included a larger and more varied number of LB types in their
writings, including negations, unattended this-bundles, existential there-bundles, and
hedging bundles (Adel and Erman 2012: 86).

Regarding the discourse functions of LBs in L2 writing, English learners’ language
production has been found to exhibit lack of register awareness, as well as phraseological
and semantic misuse (Gilquin et al. 2007; Paquot 2014). Pan et al. (2016) conducted a
corpus-driven analysis of LBs used by L1 English and L2 English (L1 Chinese) academic
professionals writing for telecommunications research journals. The study found major
structural and functional differences in LBs between L1 and L2 writing. More
specifically, L1 and L2 professionals employed structurally different bundles serving
similar functions (Pan et al. 2016: 69). On the other hand, a few studies have argued that
the use of LBs in L1 and L2 academic writing is largely similar (Swales and Feak 2004;
Wulff and Rémer 2009). Claims have been made that even though L2 English writers
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overuse high frequency LBs, they use the same amount of bundles as L1s overall (Durrant
and Schmitt 2009).

In sum, many learner corpus-based studies have noted the differences in L1 and L2
production and use of LBs in discourse. Emphasizing the frequency information of L1
and L2 bundles, studies have explained patterns of overuse or underuse of LBs in learner
texts (e.g., Gilquin 2008; Chen and Baker 2010). However, research has largely
overlooked the possible underlying explanations for learner deviations in LB use as well
as approaches to the investigation of these explanations. In other words, although the
findings of the studies mentioned above are valuable in that they provide insights into the
differences in the use of LBs in L1 and L2 writing, they do not necessarily investigate the
possible causes behind the observed discrepancies. The following section provides an

overview of current research of one of such causes, namely, L1 influence.

2.2. L1 influence in the use of LBs

It has been hypothesized that misuse of LBs in an L2 is in part related to L1 influence or
transfer, defined as a statistically significant process “occurring from the native language
to the foreign language” (Jarvis 2000; see also Selinker 1966: 103; Odlin 2003). One way
of investigating such an influence in L2 writing has been Contrastive Interlanguage
Analysis. The aim of such analysis is to identify the over- and under-use of chosen
features (i.e., LBs) in L2 learners’ production in order to detect L1 interference (Granger
2002; Rica Peromingo 2012). For instance, Lu and Deng (2019) compared the use of LBs
in dissertation abstracts written by doctoral students who were L1 English speakers and
L2 English learners from China. The four-word bundles identified in the study were
categorized structurally and functionally revealing substantial differences in the
frequencies of use across categories. More specifically, Chinese students demonstrated
an underuse of bundles containing indefinite articles that the authors linked to the lack of
the article system in Chinese. In a similar study, Esfandiari and Barbary (2017) contrasted
four-, five-, and six-word LBs in psychology research articles written by L1 English and
L2 English speakers from Iran. The study found that Persian writers used fewer LBs
overall and in structurally and functionally different ways when compared to L1 English
writers. As such, Persian writers utilized significantly more dependent clauses and
significantly fewer research-oriented bundles. Additionally, the study found a substantial

amount of LBs (between 20% and 25%) that were shared between the two corpora.
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Finally, Pérez-Llantada (2014) compared LBs across three language varieties of expert
academic writing (L1 English, L2 English written by Spanish speakers, and L1 Spanish).
After analyzing the structures and functions of bundles specific to one or two language
variables, she argued that the use of LBs by L2 writers deviated from L1 norms and
concluded that L2 expert writers’ formulaicity was ‘hybrid” —largely, but not completely,

native-like (Pérez-Llantada 2014: 93).

Additional studies on the L1 influence in L2 academic writing offered further
insights into the processes behind the phenomenon. Rica Peromingo (2012) investigated
L1 transfer in argumentative essays by Spanish learners of English. In particular, the study
looked at linking adverbial LBs that create textual cohesion (e.g., in other words). The
learners in the study demonstrated overuse of L2 English adverbials that had a similar
meaning to those used in Spanish (e.g., in conclusion = en conclusion). Rica Peromingo
hypothesized that the structural and semantic similarity of the LBs could explain the
observed transfer. L1 transfer in learners’ production of LBs that are semantically and
structurally similar in learners’ L1 and target L2 was also supported by Allen (2011). The
study suggested that the overuse of certain LBs (e.g., it can be said (that)) in final course
research papers written by Japanese learners of English might occur due to the proximity
of these bundles to similar L1 Japanese bundles. Allen (2011: 119) attributed this transfer

pattern to lexical priming in one’s L1 that may facilitate writing in an L2.

While the studies above have provided some evidence for possible L1 transfer in
the use of LBs, this evidence is based solely on the finding that a certain construction
found in L2 writing exists in learners’ L1. Paquot (2013) argued that such an approach
may be problematic as it involves post-hoc guessing on the side of the researcher. In order
to address this issue, she examined the effects of transfer on French EFL learners’ use of
LBs applying Jarvis’s (2000) framework for the study of L1 transfer that consists of three
potential sources of transfer evidence (see Section 2.3 below). Conducting a LB analysis
on the French part of the International Corpus of Learner English (ICLE),* Paquot (2013)
detected that learners’ application of three-word LBs in writing was associated with
lexico-grammatical as well as functional frequency patterns in French. Based on these
results, Paquot argued that the first language of learners may prompt them to use LBs in
a way that is not typical for English. In a follow-up study, Paquot (2017) investigated the

L https://uclouvain.be/en/research-institutes/ilc/cecl/icle.html
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preferred use of LBs expanding the analysis in the writing of French and Spanish learners
of English. Using the frequency data, Paquot found strong positive correlations between
the frequency of discourse organizational and stance-oriented LBs in learners’ written
production and its equivalent form in the learners’ L1. Making use of the same
framework, Giingér and Uysal (2020) recently investigated the cross-linguistic influence
of L1 Turkish on L2 English on the learners’ production of four-word LBs. The study
revealed that 45 percent of bundles in L2 English writing were distinctive to Turkish

authors.

Taken together, previous studies pointed out deviations in learners’ use of LBs.
Some have compared L1 and L2 LBs and argued that learners, irrespective of their L2
proficiency levels, misuse the formulaic sequences in L2 English academic writing (e.g.,
Chen and Baker 2010; Salazar 2011; Adel and Erman 2012; Esfandiari and Barbary
2017). Although these studies claimed that the misuse of LBs in L2 texts might be due to
the L1 transfer, they oftentimes assumed L1 interference just based on the analysis of the
L2 texts without analyzing the data in L1 (Gilquin and Paquot 2008). At the same time,
those studies that included learners’ L1 as another point of comparison (e.g., Pérez-
Llantada 2014) have disregarded the importance of evidence that is rooted in established
frameworks. Lastly, the studies that made use of such frameworks are limited to certain
L1s and need to be expanded to learners from other L1 backgrounds.

2.3. L1 influence identification framework

As argued in the previous section, few studies that examined L1 transfer evidence in L2
learners’ production of LBs in academic writing grounded their investigations in transfer
frameworks. To this end, Paquot (2013) adapts Jarvis’s (2000) framework for assessing
L1 transfer. According to Paquot (2013: 393-394), the framework requires three types of
comparisons to be considered by studies in order for transfer to be supported by sufficient
evidence: (1) intra-L1-group homogeneity in learners’ L2 performance where learners that
share an L1 display similar patterns of use of a specific L2 feature; (2) inter-L1-group
heterogeneity in learners’ L2 performance where learners from different L1s do not share the
same patterns; and (3) intra-L1-group congruity between learners’ L1 and L2 performance
where the comparison of learners’ use oOf a feature in their L1 and L2 reveals similarities. In
her later study, Paquot (2017), referring to Jarvis (2000: 258), emphasized that intra-L1-group

congruity is the strongest type of evidence for L1 influence, as the comparison of learners’
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L1 and L2 production can demonstrate L1 features that motivate patterns of use of similar
features in learners’ L2. Additionally, intra-L1-group congruity lends itself to a statistical

approach to L1 transfer examination, which is crucial in Jarvis’s framework.

3. CORPUS AND METHODOLOGY

The corpora examined in this study were comprised of research articles in the field of
Educational Psychology. These articles were written by L1 English (PSY-ENG1), L2
English (PSY-ENG2), and L1 Russian (PSY-RUS1) expert writers. It is important to
remember that for the sake of comparability, all of the L2 English articles were written
by Russian native speakers (see below). The articles came from three major peer-
reviewed journals in the field of psychology: American Psychologist (L1 English),
Psychology in Russia (L2 English), and Hayuonaneueuii Ilcuxonoeuueckuii XKypuan
(Nacionalniy Psihologicheskiy Zhurnal) (L1 Russian). American Psychologist was
chosen on the basis of its high impact factor (4.856) and the fact that it is the official
journal of the American Psychological Association. Since impact factor is not calculated
for Russian psychological journals, the other two periodicals were selected because they
are published by the leading research universities in Russia. Overall, the corpora in this
study were designed for contrastive descriptive research of LBs in written discourse of
L1 English, L2 English, and L1 Russian academic professionals and, therefore, were
made comparable with regard to register, discipline, communicative purposes, and

authors’ level of expertise.

One concern that emerged during the first stages of data collection was determining
the first language of a writer. Following Pan et al. (2016: 63), L1 Russian (and thus L2
English) writers were defined as authors affiliated to an institution located in a country
where Russian was spoken as the first language. Additionally, the author’s first and last
names had to be considered native to these countries. Articles by writers with arguable
names were excluded from the corpora. The same procedure was implemented to identify

L1 English writers. The final corpus structure is shown in Table 1.
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PSY-ENG1 PSY-ENG2 PSY-RUS1
(L1 English) (L2 English) (L1 Russian)

Number of texts 61 85 91
Average number of words per text 6,730.50 4,842.80 4,525.10
Total number of words 410,558 411,637 411,787
Total number of types 19,025 17,149 53,399
TTR 5.26 4.77 12.97
Standardized TTR 5.09 4.74 12.53

Table 1: Summary of built corpora

The process of corpus building for this study consisted of two steps. During the first step
of data collection, articles published between 2017 and 2019 were downloaded for each
corpus. Importantly, only research articles, descriptions or research methodology, and
literature reviews were included in the corpora; that is, other types of texts published in
the journals (e.g., editor’s notes, reviews, opinions) were excluded from the analyses.
After the extraction, all articles were cleaned of meta-data and references as well as text
in languages other than the target ones. For example, if an L1 Russian article contained
text in a language other than Russian, this text was removed from the article before its
inclusion in the corpus. In order to match the corpora on the number of words, additional
articles from 2015 and 2016 were downloaded from the journals in the PSY-ENG2 and
PSY-RUS1 corpora. This resulted in three corpora with the same number of words,

although slightly different text counts (see Table 1).

3.1. Identification of lexical bundles

In order to retrieve the frequency lists of bundles and compute tokens and types of LBs
from the collected corpora, the study used the Natural Language Toolkit (NLTK) library
of Python (Bird et al. 2009) and followed the LB extraction steps outlined in Ren (2021).
Log-likelihood values were calculated in R, a free statistical environment (R Core Team
2019) and compared to establish whether the frequency of the bundles used only by L1-
L2 English and the frequency of the bundles used only by L2 English—-L1 Russian writers
differed significantly. Significant differences in the use of similar LBs between L1 and
L2 English corpora would indicate that Russian learners of English demonstrate
professional writing that is different from L1 English writing. Conversely, lack of
significance in the use of similar LBs between L2 English and L1 Russian corpora would

suggest L1 transfer in the writing of Russian authors in English.
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Three criteria were considered in the identification of LBs: bundle length,
frequency, and dispersion. The study focused on four-word bundles for PSY-ENG1 and
PSY-ENG2 to make the analysis more manageable and comparable to those of other
studies (e.g., Chen and Baker 2010; Pérez-Llantada 2014; Pan et al. 2016). Moreover,
this length seems to display a wider variety of structures and functions for analysis than
three- and five-word bundles (Cortes 2004; Hyland 2008). Cortes (2004: 401) also noted
that three-word bundles are often embedded in four-word bundles (e.g., at the end and at
the end of). However, it was deemed necessary to also include three-word LBs in the
process of retrieval and analysis of LBs in the PSY-RUS1 corpus. The Russian language
has a rich and highly inflectional morphological system. Importantly, inflectional
morphemes embedded in a word can indicate tense, voice, and number (cf. on the other
hand vs. ¢ dpyeoii cmoponwt [s drugoy storony]). Moreover, some functional words, for
example, definite and indefinite articles do not exist in Russian. Therefore, it is often the
case that a four-word bundle in English has a three-word equivalent in Russian (the table
shows that vs. ma6nuya noxaswieaem umo [tablitsa pokazyvaet chto]). Thus, both three-

word and four-word LBs were analyzed from the PSY-RUS1 corpus.

As for the criterion of LB frequency, recent studies made use of varied thresholds
ranging between 20-40 times per million words (e.g., Biber et al. 2004; Hyland 2008;
Chen and Baker 2010). For this study, a high cut-off of 40 per million was set. This
threshold is helpful in filtering out content bundles as well as bundles containing
discipline-specific nouns (Adel and Erman 2012; Pérez-Llantada 2014). The dispersion
criterion for this study was set at 10 percent. This means that a lexical bundle had to
appear in at least 10 percent of the texts in a corpus to be considered for inclusion in the
analysis. Previously, researchers have chosen different dispersion criteria for their studies
varying between three to five texts in a corpus (Biber and Conrad 1999; Chen and Baker
2010; Adel and Erman 2012). Pan et al. (2016), for example, established a LB dispersion
threshold of five texts for an 87-text corpus (5.7%) and ten texts for a 179-text corpus
(5.6%). Although this approach is effective for comparing corpora with the same number
of texts, it can present a methodological problem if the corpora are not matched for this
number (Hyland 2008). Setting a percentage dispersion threshold was especially
important for the second step of lexical bundle extraction in this study since the three
corpora differed in the number of texts (see Table 1). The established dispersion threshold

was also considered adequate given the previous practices.
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LBs for the analysis were identified on the basis of their word forms and not
lemmas. In other words, inflected variants of the same lemma were treated independently.
This decision was especially important in the case of the PSY-RUS1 corpus since, as
mentioned above, Russian has a highly inflectional morphology, and the identification of
LBs based on lemmas might have caused loss of important comparison points between
the corpora. The retrieved bundles were checked manually for the remaining area-specific
content bundles. Content bundles involving proper nouns (American Psychological
Association) were excluded and the bundles related to conducting research in general
(e.g., majority of the informants) were kept. Following Chen and Baker (2010:33), the
overlapping bundles in the PSY-RUSLI list were merged; thus, three-word bundles that
were parts of four-word bundles in the list and occurred with the exact same dispersion
and frequency were merged. For example, the three-word bundle mo orce epems (to zhe
vremya) ‘the same time’ appeared in 23 texts and had a frequency of 150 words per
million. A similar four-word bundle & mo sice spems (v to zhe vremya) “at the same time’
has the same dispersion and frequency. Therefore, the two overlapping bundles are
combined into (8) mo orce epemsa+ ((v) to zhe vremya+) / *(at) the same time+’ in the final
list. The merged bundles are indicated with a plus (+) sign in the compete lists provided

in Appendix 1.

3.2. Application of Jarvis’s (2000) framework for additional L1 transfer evidence

As mentioned above, to provide further statistical evidence of L1 influence on Russian
L2 English writers’ production of LBs, the study used the L1 transfer assessment
framework proposed by Jarvis (2000). Following Paquot’s (2017: 6) claim that the intra-
L1-group congruity between learners’ L1 and L2 performance presents the strongest type
of evidence for L1 influence (also Jarvis 2000: 258) and for the sake of feasibility, the
present study made use of this effect to further examine L1 transfer in Russian writers’
LB use in L2 English writing. As Paquot (2013: 400) notes, the simplest way to test the
intra-L1-group congruity criterion is to check whether there are bundles that are shared
between learners’ L1 and L2 writing. Thus, frequent LBs in PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUS1

were compared for the presence of overlapping bundles.
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3.3. Translation and analysis of bundles

To single out the bundles shared in the three language varieties as well as bundles shared
by only PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUSI1 (Jarvis’s (2000) intra-L1-group congruity), the L1
Russian LBs were translated into English by two researchers (the author and another
applied linguistics scholar) whose native language was Russian and who had done similar
translation work before. The translations from Russian to English were done with the help
of the Collins Russian-English Dictionary.? Importantly, the translations were maintained
as close as possible to the original. In other words, the researchers aimed at word-for-
word translations; however, in cases where it was not possible, a lexical bundle with the
most similar meaning was used. The translations provided by both researchers were
compared in order to ensure the validity of the English equivalents for the Russian LBs.
All discrepancies were discussed and resolved reaching 100 percent agreement between
the two translators. The three LB lists were then compared manually. Log-likelihood
analyses were performed with the bundles shared between PSY-ENG1 and PSY-ENG2,
as well as between PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUS1, to find out the significant differences in
bundle frequencies in these language varieties. LBs unique to only one corpus were also
identified.

After the quantitative analysis regarding the LBs extracted from the three corpora,
the 50 most frequent bundles in each list were classified. Biber et al.’s (2004) framework
(modified by Hyland 2008 and Pan et al. 2016) was used to compare the LBs based on
their discourse functions. LBs were classified into three major categories: research-
oriented (parallel to ‘referential’ bundles in Biber’s et al. (2004) framework), text-
oriented (parallel to ‘discourse-organizing’), and stance-oriented bundles. Bundles
identified as research-oriented were those that explained the procedures in a study as well
as its structure (e.g., at the same time). Text-oriented bundles (e.g., in addition to) were
those involved in organization of the text of an article and its argumentative elements.
Finally, stance-oriented bundles (e.g., it is possible that) had the function of conveying
an author’s evaluation and attitude towards the reported information. The bundles were
first classified by two raters trained in the field of corpus linguistics and familiar with the
framework. The initial agreement rate between the raters was 82 percent. After an inter-
rater norming session was held, disagreements in functional identification of LBs were

resolved resulting in 100 percent agreement. As the final step of the functional analysis,

2 https://dictionary.reverso.net/russian-english/
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Chi-square tests were also performed to check for significant differences in the functional

distribution of bundle types in the three corpora.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The established frequency and dispersion cut-offs resulted in 82 bundles identified in
PSY-ENG1, 223 bundles in PSY-ENG2, and 264 bundles in PSY-RUSL1. Appendix 1
provides a complete list of the extracted LBs with their frequencies normalized per
million words (pmw). Overall, the amount of LBs retrieved from the three corpora
supports the view that the academic written register can be clearly characterized by
formulaicity and fixedness of expressions (Pérez-Llantada 2014). If compared to previous
research in the area of LBs in academic writing, Cortes (2004) reported 54 frequent
bundles in her corpus of writing in history and 109 bundles in biology writing. Pérez-
Llantada (2014) was able to retrieve a total of 56 bundles in L1 English, 77 in L2 English,
and 114 in L1 Spanish writing. With regard to the total number of LBs in the three
corpora, L1 English writing displayed the lowest amount of frequent LBs (83), especially
since both L2 English and L1 Russian writing contained more than twice the amount of
bundles (227 and 264). A similar trend was displayed in Hyland (2008) and Rémer (2009)
with L2 writers producing a larger number of bundles than L1 English writers. This
finding offers support to Ellis (2002) who suggested that L2 production is oftentimes
more formulaic than L1 production. Additionally, the finding also seems to support the
hypothesis expressed by Pérez-Llantada (2014), who suggests that an observed wider
range of bundles can be interpreted in terms of lexical variety of a given language. Thus,
the fact that PSY-RUS1 showed the highest total number of word types (53,399), Type-
Token Ratio (TTR) (12.97), and Standardized Type-token Ratio (STTR) (12.53)
compared to PSY-ENGL1 and PSY-ENG?2, as indicated in Table 1, could be viewed as
indirect evidence for the lexical richness of the Russian language and, consequently, the
higher number of the extracted LBs. However, this hypothesis does not explain the large
number of bundles in PSY-ENG2 with the word types, TTR, and STTR being close to
PSY-ENGL1. Another explanation for the differing numbers of frequent LBs can be the
possibility of L1 influence in writing (Paquot 2014). Russian learners of English might
be adapting some of the LBs from their native language into L2 English writing. Finally,
it is also possible that because the PSY-ENG1 corpus included a smaller number of texts,
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it yielded fewer bundles despite the same dispersion cut-off (see Chen and Baker 2010:
43).

4.1. Core bundles

To identify the bundles that were shared between all three corpora, the extracted LBs
were compared manually. A total of six bundles were shared between three corpora,
representing 7.3 percent of the bundles in L1 English writing, and three percent in L2
English writing as well as in L1 Russian writing (see Table 2). It can be assumed that
these core bundles are extremely useful in both English and Russian for various discourse
purposes. Supporting Pan et al. (2016: 68), the majority of these core bundles serve the
text-organizing function (at the same time, as well as the, in the case of), with two bundles
functioning as research-organizers (at the end of, is one of the) and one bundle having a

stance function (it is important to).

Interestingly, some of these bundles had differing normalized frequencies; for
instance, at the same time was the most frequently occurring LB in the PSY-ENG2 corpus
(303 pmw), but barely met the threshold in the PSY-ENGL1 corpus (20 pmw). In contrast,
it is important to appeared 118 times per million words in PSY-ENGL1 and only 32 times
in PSY-RUSL.

The use of the core LBs in L2 professional writing might extend on more than just
the two languages under analysis. After comparing the core LBs in our study to those in
Chen and Baker (2010) and Adel and Erman (2012), five out of six bundles overlapped
in the two studies. The only exception was at the end of, which was identified as a shared
lexical bundle only in Adel and Erman (2012). Recall that both studies compared L1
English academic writing to learner writing in by native speakers of other languages
(Swedish and Chinese). It seems, therefore, that these core bundles are acquired by L2

English writers with different L1 backgrounds and are not indicative of L1 transfer.
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Lexical bundle Frequency, pmw

PSY-ENG1 PSY-ENG2 PSY-RUS1
it is important to 118 75 32
as well as the 60 170 85
at the end of 38 63 23
in the case of 25 168 32
is one of the 24 113 49
at the same time 20 303 150

Table 2: Bundles shared by all three corpora

4.2. Bundles shared in L1 English and L2 English

A total of 17 bundles were found to overlap in L1 and L2 English writing, representing
20.3 percent of the L1 English writing and 7.5 percent of the L2 English writing. If we
add these bundles to the core bundles shown in Table 3, PSY-ENG1 and PSY-ENG2
share a total of 23 LBs (28% and 10.1% of L1 and L2 writing respectively). It appears
that this amount of overlap in bundles is quite large, especially in comparison to the
results by Chen and Baker (2010), who found 16 percent of LBs overlapping between L1
and L2 English writing.

Lexical bundle Frequency, pmw
PSY-ENG1 PSY-ENG2

in the context of 135 142

it is important to 118* 75

as well as the 60 170*

one of the most 48 97*

in the form of 41 72

at the end of 38 63*

in the development of 38 35

it is possible that 38 38

with respect to the 38 35

in addition to the 33 28

the nature of the 33 28

as a result of 31 72*

the context of the 31 38

in terms of the 25 28

in the case of 25 168*

it is possible to 24  69*

is one of the 24 113*

and the development of 21 35

it should be noted (that)+ 21 91*

the importance of the 21 22

at the time of 20 28

for the development of 20 85*

at the same time 20 303*

* = significant at p<0.05
Table 3: Bundles shared only between PSY-ENGL1 and PSY-ENG2
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Following Simpson-Vlach and Ellis (2010), log-likelihood values were calculated for the
overlapping bundles. The list of overlapping bundles is presented in Table 3 together with
the results of the log-likelihood analysis with the core bundles underlined and the numbers
in bold indicating overuse. The log-likelihood statistics indicate that L2 English writing
displays an overuse of some of the shared bundles (e.g., as well as the, in the case of, at
the same time) including all of the core bundles. Similar findings were reported by Adel
and Erman (2012) who found that shared LBs were overused in L2 writing. It may be the
case that L2 writers are more familiar with these bundles and feel confident using them
in writing (Granger and Rayson 1998; Pérez-Llantada 2014). Ellis (2008) also suggests
that L2 writers might have memorized these LBs and routinized them in their writing.
Only one bundle (it is important to) was underused in the PSY-ENG2 corpus. This
underuse may be due to the fact that Russian academic writers tend to use fewer stance
bundles, as illustrated in the functional analysis in Section 4.5 below, pointing at possible

L1 transfer.

Compared to the complete PSY-ENG1 and PSY-ENG2 lexical bundle lists, the data
seem to support Swales’s (2005: 10) and Adel and Erman’s (2012) observation that
attended this-bundles with the meta-discursive head nouns (of this study is, this point of

view, the results of this study) are more common in non-native writing.

4.3. Bundles shared in L2 English and L1 Russian (intra-L1-group congruity)

To further investigate the L1 transfer evidence within Jarvis’s (2000) framework, the
extracted lexical bundle lists were compared to find bundles that overlapped in PSY-
ENG2 and PSY-RUSL (see Table 4). A total of 22 bundles were shared between PSY -
ENG2 and PSY-RUSL corpora, which comprise 9.7 percent of the frequent bundles in L2
English writing and 8.3 percent in L1 Russian writing. If merged with the core bundles,
there is a total of 28 bundles shared between the two corpora (12.3% and 10.6% in PSY -
ENG2 and PSY-RUSI, respectively). The overlapping LBs between L2 English writing
produced by Russians and L1 Russian writing further suggest the possibility of L1
influence. Yet, the significant log-likelihood values of the overlapping bundles presented
in Table 3 indicate, in accordance with Pérez-Llantada’s (2014) findings, that very few
bundles in L2 English writing are used in a Russian native-like manner. This suggests
that L2 writers’ usage of bundles is not fully native-like and represents a combination of

both L1 English and L1 Russian academic writing. At the same time, bundles like in the



86

present study / ¢ dannom uccaedosanuu (v dannom issledovanii), we can say that / ms:
moxcem ckazamo umo (My mozhem skazat chto), or an important role in / sasrcnyio ponw
6 (vazhnuyu rol v) do not significantly differ in their use in L2 English and L1 Russian
pointing at the possible L1 transfer, especially since these bundles do not occur in the
corpus of L1 English writing (see Appendix 1). Even those LBs that are used in L1
Russian writing significantly more often than in L2 English writing (e.g., on the one hand
/ ¢ oonoti cmoponwt [S 0dnoy storony], in this case the / 6 smom ciyuae [v etom sluchaye],
and on the other / a ¢ opyzou [a s drugoy]) are potentially indicative of cross-linguistic

transfer as they do not appear in L1 English writing at all.

Some other important observations about L1 Russian LBs emerged after examining
the lists more closely. Similarly to English, a lot of four-word Russian bundles had three-
word bundles embedded in them (e.qg., csuoemenvcmeyrom o mom (umo)+ [svidetelstvuyut
o tom (chto)+] / indicate (that), és1600 0 mom (umo)+ [vyvod o tom (chto)+] / conclusion
about that (that)+, necmomps na mo (umo)+ [nesmotrya na to (chto)+] / despite the fact
(that)+, maxk orce kax (u)+ [tak zhe kak (i)+] / same as (and), (¢) naweti mouku 3penus+
[(s) nashey tochki zreniya+] / (from) our point of view). It seems that this embedding is
dictated by the syntactic structure of the language: the words in brackets in the examples
are prepositions and conjunctions that are, in most cases, required by the words they
follow or precede.

Bundles like 1600 0 mom (umo)+ (vyvod o tom (chto)+) / conclusion about that
(that)+ deserve special attention in this study. In this bundle, the demonstrative pronoun
mom (tom) (‘that’ in prepositional case) acts as the head noun in the noun phrase of the
prepositional phrase o mom (0 tom; ‘about that’). This prepositional phrase can be roughly
translated as ‘about the fact’ (o mom ¢paxme [0 tom factye]) with the Russian version
being an acceptable and widely used phrase. However, the noun fact is often omitted in
Russian because it is contextually predictable and, therefore, redundant (Jaeger and Tily
2011: 328). In PSY-RUS1, 22 out of 231 bundles (9.5%) had a similar structure with the
pronoun mo/mom (to/tom; ‘that’/“that” in prepositional case) taking the place of the noun.
Interestingly, there were seven bundles in PSY-ENG2 that contained the word fact (the
fact that the, to the fact that, by the fact that, due to the fact that, in the fact that, of the
fact that, explained by the fact) and none in PSY-ENGL1. This finding serves as another
indicator that L1 transfer may be happening in L2 writing. It is noteworthy that apart from

the 22 shared bundles there were cases when the bundles closely resembled each other in
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PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUSL1 LB lists. For example, the PSY-ENG2 bundle in the present
study did not occur in PSY-RUSL, but it is very similar to an L1 Russian bundle ¢ dannoti
cmamoe (V dannoy statye ‘in the present article’). Corresponding cases include L2 English
bundles the study showed that, we assume that, in his opinion that have close equivalents

in L1 Russian writing.

The comparison of PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUSL1 bundles also provided further
methodological considerations with regard to the length of n-grams in English and
Russian. It has been argued above that a four-gram is the most commonly studied length
of n-grams in most studies on lexical bundles. However, the present analysis revealed that
the length of similar n-grams in Russian and English often does not match. When the
retrieved three- and four-grams in PSY-RUS1 were translated into English, their length
changed; many three-grams in Russian became one-grams in English (¢ mom uucne [v
tom chisle] including, 6 nacmosuyee spems [v nastoyashee vremya] / currently, mem ne
menee [tem ne menee] nevertheless, sxrouaem 6 ceos [vklyuchayut v sebya] includes, na
cecoonsunuil dens [Na segodnyashniy den] / nowadays, no sceii suoumocmu [po vsey
vidimosti] / evidently, ¢ nocreonee epems [v poslednee vremya] recently). A few bundles
also became longer after being translated from Russian into English (saoicro ommemumo
ymo [vazhno otmetit chto] / it is important to note that, ciedyem noouepxnymo umo
[sleduet podcherknut chto] / it should be emphasized that, smo cesazano ¢ [eto svyazano
s] / it is connected to). Therefore, it is evident that a larger range of LB lengths needs to
be included in cross-linguistic bundle studies, especially when one of the compared

languages is so morphologically rich, as is the case with Russian.
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Lexical bundle Frequency, pmw

PSY-ENG2 PSY-RUS1

at the same time / ¢ mo sice epems 303* 150
a high level of / evicokuii yposenv mozo 224* 39
as well as the / max orce kak u 170* 85
in the case of / ¢ mom cnyuae 168* 32
on the other hand / ¢ dOpyeoii cmoponwl 145* 105
in the process of / 8 npoyecce mozo 142* 39
is one of the / aenrsiemcs 0OHUM U3 113* 49
with a high level / ¢ ébicokum ypognem 110* 39
with the help of / ¢ nomowwio mozo 101* 29
on the one hand / ¢ 00HOU cmopoHbl 94 153*

it is important to / sensemcs sasicuvim mo 75* 32
at the end of / 6 konye moeo 63* 23
are presented in table / npedcmasnenvt 6 mabauye 56* 35
in this case the / 6 smom cuyyae 50 91*

as well as to / maxk osce Kax u umoo6wsi 38 39
(it) can be assumed that +/ ModcHo npednoIoI’CUMb YMO 38 91*

in the present study / 6 Oannom ucciedo8anuu 38 39
(at) the same time they + / 6 mo dice epemsi onu 38 23
as well as in / max dice kax u 6 35 85*

in the fact that / ¢ mom umo 32 37
we can say that / mbl Modicem CKA3amb Ymo 32 26
an important role in / éasicyio poin 6 28 26
as well as a / mak srce kak u 28 23
and on the other / a c opyeou 25 42*

as well as their / max sice kaxk u ux 25 20
not only in the / ne monvko 6 20 55*

to a lesser extent / 8 meHvuiell cmenenu 20 35*

* = significant at p<0.05

Table 4: Bundles shared only between PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUS1

4.4. Functional classification

To answer the second question in the study, the first 50 bundles in the three lists were
classified according to their discourse function in the articles. The complete analysis of
the first 50 bundles can be found in Appendix 2. As seen in Figure 1, PSY-ENGL1 and
PSY-ENG2 display similar proportions of the three main functional categories. Research-
oriented bundles constitute the largest category in both corpora, with 42 percent and 60
percent respectively, whereas stance bundles comprise 22 percent and 12 percent of the
50 most frequent LBs in the two corpora. Similarly, Pérez-Llantada (2014) found that the
bundles shared by L1 and L2 English most commonly perform a referential function.
Turning to PSY-RUS1 bundles, text-oriented LBs clearly rank as the largest category
with 72 percent, followed by research-oriented bundles (18%) and stance bundles (10%).
This LB distribution partially supports Pan et al. (2016), who also found stance to be the

smallest functional category in L1 Chinese writing; however, the text-oriented category
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was the largest one in L1 and L2 English writing in contrast to what happens in the current

study, which shows the dominance of research-oriented bundles in L1 and L2 English.

100%

75%

50%

25%

[l Stance-oriented [ Text-oriented [ Research-oriented

0%

PSY-ENG1

PSY-ENG2

PSY-RUS1

Figure 1: Functional distribution of the 50 most frequent bundles in PSY-ENG1, PSY-ENG2, and PSY -

RUS1

Table 5 presents the results of a Chi-square test showing a significant medium-sized

difference in the functional distribution of the bundles between the three corpora (2=
22.71, 4 df, Cramer’s V = 0.272, p<0.05).

Research-Oriented

Function
Text-oriented

Total
Stance-oriented

PSY-
ENG1

PSY-
ENG2

PSY-
RUS1

Count

Expected Count
Adjusted Residual
Probability value

Count
Expected Count

Adjusted Residual
Probability value

Count

Expected Count
Adjusted Residual
Probability value

21

20

0.4
0.4839

30
20

3.5
0.0005

9

20

-3.9
0.00009

18
22.7
-1.6
0.1615

14
22.7

0.0027

37

22.7

4.6
0.000004

11 50
7.3 50
1.8

0.3681

6 50
7.3 50
-0.7

0.4839

4 50
7.3 50
-1.1

0.2713

Table 5: Results of the Chi-square test of the functional distribution of the 50 most frequent bundles in

PSY-ENG1, PSY-ENG2, and PSY-RUS1

To find out where exactly the significance lies, post-hoc tests were conducted, and

adjusted residuals and probability values were calculated and compared to the
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Bonferroni-adjusted p<0.005. As revealed in Table 5, the distribution of functions was
not significantly different from the expected counts in PSY-ENG1 bundles; however,
research-oriented and text-oriented bundles were found significantly more frequent in L1
Russian writing (p<0.005). It is noteworthy that the results of the Chi-square test for these
two functions were also significant with regard to L2 English bundles, although the
distribution was the opposite. There were significantly fewer text-oriented bundles and
more research-oriented bundles than expected.

Looking closely at the functional subcategories of the bundles (available in
Appendix 2), we can notice that, in line with Hyland (2008), research-oriented bundles in
the three corpora are represented by the following subcategories: description, location,
quantification, procedure, and topic. It seems that L1 English and L2 English professional
writers make use of description bundles more often, focusing on providing identification
of new information for the readers (Biber 2009). Research-oriented bundles in L1 Russian
writing are remarkably less common. However, within the subcategories of text-oriented
bundles, there is a prevalence of transition signals in L1 Russian writing with 72.4 percent
of all the bundles in this category. This subcategory is also the largest one in L2 English
writing (42.6%). The main function of text-oriented bundles is to establish textual
cohesion through signaling transition or discussion of results, framing the discussion, and
guiding the reader through the overall structure of the article. In other words, these
bundles can be described as meta-discourse (Adel and Erman 2012). It has been
previously reported (Adel 2006) that L2 learners tend to overuse meta-discourse in
academic writing; however, this is not the case in my data, perhaps due to a higher L2
proficiency of expert writers.

In contrast, framing signals are the most prominent subcategory in L1 English
writing. Framing is the only subcategory in text-oriented bundles where L2 writers use
bundle tokens significantly less frequently than L1 writers do (Pan et al. 2016). With
regard to this subcategory, it is interesting to note that two out of five LBs used by L2
English writers overlap with L1 English writing (in the context of and in the case of).
Romer (2009) and Chen and Baker (2010) noticed that the bundle in the context of was
rarely used by novice L2 learners; however, it is highly frequent in the PSY-ENG2 corpus
(146 times pmw). This, again, may indicate that the use of LBs becomes more native-like
with the growing proficiency of L2 professional writers. Additionally, the high frequency
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of the bundle might have occurred due to writers’ L1 influence, although an equivalent

bundle was not detected in the PSY-RUSL corpus.

Stance features and engagement features were used to convey the author’s
interpretation in professional writing, but the proportions were somewhat small, as noted
in previous research (Biber et al. 2004; Hyland 2008; Chen and Baker 2010). Although
the distribution of stance-oriented bundles was not found significantly different from the
expected counts, it is still noteworthy that the PSY-ENGL1 list contained almost twice as
many stance bundles as PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUSL. Similar observations about the lack
of control of formulaic language expressing stance in L2 professional writing were made
by previous studies (Ellis 2008; Granger and Meunier 2008; Pérez-Llantada 2014). This
lack of control may be attributed to L1 syntactic and lexical transfer. If we compare the
stance-oriented bundles in L2 English and L1 Russian writing, several similarities
emerge, the most outstanding being the use of quite a direct noun fact (the fact that the,
to the fact that, and mom ¢paxm umo [tot fakt chto] / the fact that). It seems, therefore, that
the stance feature bundles in L2 English and L1 Russian writing might not display enough
hedging. Pérez-Llantada (2014) hypothesized that the paucity of stance meanings that
builds a potentially face-threatening discourse can be attributed to the mismatch of L1
pragmatic norms. Pragmatic mismatches have also been reported in Philippine scholars
(Salazar 2011: 193) and in Finnish undergraduates who show less variation in stance
bundles than their L1 English counterparts (Adel and Erman 2012). As explained in
Granger (1998) and Chen and Baker (2010), the L2 English writers use fewer hedges
because they have not acquired full pragmatic competence yet. At the same time, the
presence of overlapping stance bundles in PSY-ENG1 and PSY-ENG2 (it is important
to, it is possible that) points at a developing proficiency in L2 English writing and
suggests that the use of stance bundles in L2 English writing is influenced by both L1
English and L1 Russian distribution of LBs.

5. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The present study explored the use of LBs in L1 and L2 professional writing in the field
of Educational Psychology. In particular, the study investigated the nature and functions
of LBs in L1 and L2 English, as well as L1 Russian articles, in an effort to examine the
similarities between L1 English and L2 English writing and detect possible evidence for
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cross-linguistic transfer between L1 Russian and L2 English writing produced by Russian

speakers.

Regarding the first research question that centered around the frequency evidence
of cross-linguistic transfer, the results indicated that Russian authors display some
evidence of L1 transfer in their L2 English writing (Bybee 2008; Paquot 2014).
Specifically, the intra-L1-group congruity evidence collected within the framework
proposed by Jarvis (2000) showed that a number of identified bundles were shared
between L2 English and L1 Russian writing and did not occur in L1 English writing. A
similar trend was uncovered in Gungér and Uysal (2020), where bundles specific to
Turkish learners of English constituted almost 50 percent of the LB list. Further evidence
of transfer was found in the functional analysis of LBs. That is, the high-frequency
bundles in L2 English and L1 Russian writing included fewer stance-oriented LBs than
in L1 English. Additionally, within text-oriented bundles, transition signals were the
largest subgroup proportionally compared to L1 English bundles, where framing was the
most common function of text-oriented LBs. On the other hand, L1 and L2 English
writing demonstrated similar distribution of functions overall with research-oriented
bundles being the largest category, while text-oriented bundles were the most common in
Russian. Finally, my analysis revealed a list of core bundles that were shared among L1
and L2 English speakers. Thus, the study offered some evidence for cross-linguistic
transfer in English writing produced by Russian authors, although it was not pervasive in

the analysis of the extracted LBs and their functions.

The corpus-driven approach of the study supported the current research in LBs,
showing that formulaic sequences are a fundamental feature of the academic register
across language variables. However, the number of frequent LBs was found higher in
PSY-ENG2 and PSY-RUS1 writing in comparison to PSY-ENG1. This result
disconfirms previous research (e.g., Chen and Baker 2010; Adel and Erman 2012), which
found that non-native speakers possess a more restricted inventory of bundles than native
speakers. Thus, the present study contributes to a unique strand of research (cf. Pérez-
Llantada 2014) that uses corpus evidence to demonstrate that the L2 English writing
reflects a ‘hybrid’ nature of formulaic language. In this study, L2 English displays a small
number of register-determined bundles also shared by L1 English and L1 Russian. At the
same time, it also includes a considerable percentage of formulaic sequences used by the

L1 English writers as well as bundles transferred from L1 Russian. Furthermore, through
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the functional analysis of the most frequent LBs it was found that both L2 English and
L1 Russian employ fewer stance-oriented bundles, and the number of text-oriented
bundles is closer between L1 and L2 English writing. Finally, one cannot forget about the
case of fact in PSY-RUS1 writing that seems to influence the composition of LBs in PSY-
ENG2. In brief, L2 English professional writing is partly, but not fully, native-like,
possibly due to cross-linguistic influences from the writers’ L1.

The present exploratory study poses several directions for future research. To
control for content-specific bundles, the study only focused on one discipline. However,
research with monolingual corpora has empirically confirmed the existence of ‘discipline-
sensitive’ bundles in the context of research article writing (e.g., Cortes 2004; Hyland
2008). It would be worth conducting interlinguistic comparison of bundles across the
disciplines to determine what bundles are specific to those disciplines and what discourse
functions these bundles perform in L1 and L2 writing. It would also be of theoretical
interest to further investigate the hybrid formulaic nature of L2 English research articles
in languages other than Russian and Spanish (Pérez-Llantada 2014). With regard to
methodology, another limitation of the current study has been the absence of a L2 English
corpus that was produced by learners with the L1 background different from Russian.
While the study was able to make use of previous comparable research that identified LBs
in order to meet one of the criteria in Jarvis’s (2000) framework (intra-L1-group
congruity), a corpus built specifically for the study would facilitate a more fine-grained
search of the bundles that could be shared between L2 English learners from different
backgrounds and thus contribute to our understanding of L1 transfer in Russian by
providing the other two types of evidence from Jarvis (2000). It also needs to be stressed
that only four-word bundles were considered in PSY-ENG1 and PSY-ENG2. The process
of translation of Russian bundles into English showed that some of the translated LBs did
not match in length to the original. It was often the case that a three-word Russian bundles
could be translated as one word in English. Thus, a fuller picture of the use of formulaic
language across the corpora could have been given if more bundle lengths had been
included. Finally, as pointed out by one of the reviewers, comparative analyses of
translations are inherently problematic as not all LBs have exact equivalents between

languages.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Complete lexical bundle list.

PSY-ENG1

Rank Frequency Freq. per mil. Range Bundle

1 122 294 9 the online supplemental materials
2 79 190 7 in the online supplemental
3 56 135 26 in the context of

4 49 118 26 it is important to

5 33 79 20 are more likely to

6 28 67 17 the extent to which

7 25 60 20 as well as the

8 25 60 13 more likely to be

9 24 58 8 online supplemental materials for
10 23 55 15 a wide range of

11 21 48 10 one of the most

12 21 50 6 see the online supplemental
13 18 43 8 the degree to which

14 17 41 10 a meta analysis of

15 17 41 9 in the form of

16 16 38 9 as a function of

17 16 38 9 as part of a

18 16 38 8 at the end of

19 16 38 8 in the development of

20 16 38 9 it is possible that

21 16 38 6 with respect to the

22 15 36 8 has been shown to

23 15 36 11 have been shown to

24 15 36 8 health and well being

25 15 36 9 (is) important to note that +
26 15 36 9 were more likely to

27 14 33 7 can be used to

28 14 33 11 in addition to the

29 14 33 6 (the) science and practice of +
30 14 33 7 the nature of the

31 14 33 8 the ways in which

32 13 31 11 as a result of

33 13 31 8 national institutes of health
34 13 31 11 of this article is

35 13 31 6 the context of the

36 13 31 11 to the extent that

37 12 29 10 in a sample of

38 12 29 10 in a way that

39 12 29 8 in the general population
40 12 29 9 research is needed to

41 12 29 7 we were able to

42 11 25 7 across the life span



43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
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98

been shown to be
has the potential to
in terms of the

in the case of

it may also be

over the past years
a wide variety of
at the university of
in the absence of

is one of the

it is possible to
physical and mental health

(the) purpose of this article (is to) +

a risk factor for

and physical well being
and the development of
in the face of

in this article we

is likely to be

it is clear that

it should be noted (that) +
the importance of the
the magnitude of the

a wide array of

as part of the

at the same time

at the time of

for the development of
has focused on the

in light of the

it may be that

of health and human
over a year period
research has shown that
the full range of

the national institutes of
to be associated with
was associated with a
with a focus on

within the context of




PSY-ENG2

99

Rank Frequency  Freq. per mil. Range Bundle

1 96 303 41 at the same time

2 72 224 18 a high level of

3 57 180 34 the results of the

4 55 170 27 as well as the

5 54 168 20 in the case of

6 48 151 26 on the basis of

7 46 145 30 on the other hand

8 45 142 26 in the context of

9 45 142 21 in the process of

10 36 113 22 is one of the

11 35 110 20 it is necessary to

12 35 110 6 with a high level

13 34 107 6 russian version of the
14 32 101 16 the relationship between the
15 32 101 18 with the help of

16 31 97 20 one of the most

17 30 94 25 on the one hand

18 29 91 18 (it) should be noted that +
19 28 88 9 a higher level of

20 27 85 12 for the development of
21 26 82 22 is based on the

22 26 82 13 the end of the

23 25 78 17 the fact that the

24 24 75 15 in the course of

25 24 75 16 it is important to

26 23 72 14 as a result of

27 23 72 18 in the form of

28 23 72 15 the analysis of the

29 22 69 11 in the field of

30 22 69 15 it is possible to

31 22 69 12 on the level of

32 21 66 13 it was found that

33 20 63 10 a low level of

34 20 63 14 at the end of

35 20 63 9 in the structure of (the) +
36 20 63 12 that there is a

37 19 60 13 turned out to be

38 18 56 11 are presented in table
39 18 56 11 the basis of the

40 18 56 13 the level of the

41 18 56 14 the same time the

42 18 56 14 to the fact that

43 17 53 12 a number of studies
44 17 53 14 in accordance with the
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47
48
49
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51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
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17
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17
16
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16
16
15
15
15
15
15
15
14
14
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14
14
13
13
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13
13
13
13
13
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
11
11
11
11
11

53
53
53
50
50
50
50
50
47
47
47
47
47
47
44
44
44
44
44
44
44
4
41
4
41
4
41
4
41
4
38
38
38
38
38
38
38
38
38
38
38
35
35
35
35
35
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in the group of

level of development of
the first stage of

be explained by the

in this case the

the case of the

the development of the
to the study of

of the relationship between
studies have shown that
the content of the

the study of the

the total number of
with different levels of
can be explained by

in the study of

of the level of

of this study is

the beginning of the
the dynamics of the

to the development of
and the level of

as one of the

at the level of

by the fact that

is considered to be

of the development of
the development of a
the purpose of this

to the conclusion that
as well as to

(it) can be assumed that +
in contrast to the

in other words the

in the learning process
in the number of

in the present study

it is possible that

the context of the

the same time they

the value of the

an increase in the

and the development of
as well as in

for each of the

in a number of
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91 11 35 8 in the development of

92 11 35 10 makes it possible to
93 11 35 9 of this study was

94 11 35 7 one of the first

95 11 35 10 results of the study
96 11 35 10 the rest of the

97 11 35 11 the role of the

98 11 35 9 took part in the

99 11 35 7 with respect to the
100 10 32 6 as in the case

101 10 32 9 due to the fact

102 10 32 8 in the fact that

103 10 32 8 is consistent with the
104 10 32 9 is determined by the
105 10 32 9 is related to the

106 10 32 7 it was shown that
107 10 32 6 of the dynamics of
108 10 32 9 of the most important
109 10 32 9 point of view of

110 10 32 6 the concept of the
111 10 32 8 the formation of the
112 10 32 7 the influence of the
113 10 32 6 the meaning of the
114 10 32 8 was found that the
115 10 32 7 we can assume that
116 10 32 8 we can conclude that
117 10 32 8 we can say that

118 10 32 7 with the results of
119 10 32 7 with the use of

120 9 28 7 an important role in
121 9 28 6 and the degree of
122 9 28 8 as a basis for

123 9 28 8 aswellas a

124 9 28 9 at the beginning of
125 9 28 6 at the time of

126 9 28 7 can be found in

127 9 28 7 from the perspective of
128 9 28 8 in addition to the
129 9 28 7 in terms of the

130 9 28 8 in the works of

131 9 28 7 of the fact that

132 9 28 8 take into account the
133 9 28 8 the characteristics of the
134 9 28 7 the differences between the
135 9 28 7 the nature of the

136 9 28 9 the result of the
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the results of our

the same time it

the use of the

the validity of the

this study was to

to be the most

was based on the
which is based on
within the framework of
a negative impact on
a result of the

and at the same

and on the other

and the ability to

as well as their

be noted that the

can serve as a

did not differ from
explained by the fact
in front of the

in our case the

in our opinion the

in our research we

in the current study

in the educational process
in which a person

of the ability to

of the study we

on the development of
the aim of the

the conclusion that the
the one hand the

the quality of the

the results of this

the second stage of
there were no significant
this point of view

to take into account
under the influence of
us to conclude that

a great number of

an analysis of the

and as a result

and the number of

as the result of

can conclude that the
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190
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193
194
195
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197
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199
200
201
202
203
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considered to be an
correlation analysis of the
for the first time

for the study of

in order to achieve
in our study we

in the same way

in this study the

is due to the

is understood as a

it turned out that

of the results of

of the study was

on the results of

one of the main
significant differences in the
the differences in the
the idea of the

the importance of the
the other hand the
the point of view

the research was conducted
to the analysis of

a high degree of

and the results of

at the age of
considered to be the
during the process of
for a long time

in line with the

in the formation of

is associated with the
make it possible to
not only in the

of the study is

one of the key

results of this study
that the role of

the form of a

the one hand and

the reliability of the
the study was to

to a lesser extent

to the theory of
turned out that the
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PSY-RUS1
Rank Freq Freq. per mil. Range Bundle Translation
1 232 758 58 0 MoM umo about this [the fact] that
2 103 336 30 N0 CpasHenuIo ¢ in comparison with
3 86 281 37 6 MOM 4mo in this [the fact] that
4 81 248 34 umn and similar
5 79 242 39 6 mom uucie including
6 74 238 33 6 C6s13U C in connection to
7 74 238 30 umo and so on
in dependence with/
8 66 215 29 6 3a6UCUMOCIIU OM depending on
9 66 215 36 6 omauuue om in contrast with
in agreement with/in contrast
10 60 196 29 6 coomeemcmauil ¢ with
11 60 196 36 Ha Mo umo to this [the fact] that
at the same time/together with
12 58 189 29 emecme ¢ mem this
13 55 179 28 € MOUKU 3peHUs from the point of view
14 51 166 27 10 OMHOULEHUIO K in relation to
15 51 166 21 mex uiu UHbLX these or others
16 48 156 22 6 nepeyio ouepeds in first turn/ firstly
17 48 156 23 6 Mo dice at the same
from the one side/ on the one
18 47 153 25 € 0OHOTL CMOPOHbBL hand
19 46 150 22 HA HAW 83271510 in our view
20 46 150 23 mo dice 8pems at the same time
21 46 150 23 (8) mo dice epems + at the same time
22 44 143 9 6 COYUANLHBIX CeMAX in social networks
23 44 143 26 mom ¢axm umo the fact that
cneoyem ommemums
24 40 130 24 umo needed to point out that
25 39 127 27 6 Mo epems. at the time/ while
26 38 124 20 mem He MeHee nevertheless
27 37 120 15 ObLIO NOKA3AHO YMO was shown that
28 37 120 28 6 Hacmosiuyee epemsi at present time/ currently
29 36 117 17 6 bonbutell cmenenu to a greater extent/degree
30 36 117 17 6 8010 Ouepedsb in its turn
31 35 114 20 CBA3U C IMUM connection with this
32 34 111 23 mo 8pemst Kax at the time when
concerning that/ in connection
33 35 111 20 (8) ceszu ¢ smum+ to
34 33 108 20 6 omom cayuae in this case
35 34 107 23 6 Mo epemsi Kaxk while/ at the same time as
from the other side/ on the
36 32 105 21 ¢ Opy2oil cmopombl other hand
37 32 105 9 mam oice ¢ also there with
conclusion that / conclusion
38 32 104 16 661600 0 MOM YUMo ~+ about the fact that
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40

41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

60
61
62
63
64

65
66
67
68
69
70

71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80

28

28

30
27
27
27
25
25
24
24
24
24
23
22
22
22
22
21
21
21
21

21
21
20
20
20

19
19
18
18
18
18

18
17
17
17
17
17
17
17
16
16

91

91

90
88
88
88
85
85
78
78
78
78
75
75
75
75
75
68
68
68
68

68
68
65
65
65

62
62
59
59
59
59

58
55
55
55
55
55
55
55
52
52

23

19

30
18
18
14
10
18
16
12

17

16
11
15
18
16

17
10

13
11
14
13
16

17
12
11
12
11
16

10
14
13
10
15
15
10
10

105

6 danHOM cryuae
MOJICHO NPEONONONCUND
umo

onucanue xooa
uccneo08anus

peub udem o

¢ mem umo

coenamsw 861800 O

KaK 6UOHO U3

max u 6

6 gozpacme om

6 omeem Ha

8 PeabHOU HCUZHU
Mo U UHOU

Ha ypoeHe meHOeHyuU
a mak sce

6 NOOPOCMKOBOM 803pacme
00 cux nop

He MOAbKO

eKaI0uaem 6 cebs
demell U NOOPOCMKO8
0151 Mo2o 4mobwl

Ha camom oene

npu 3mom e
cocmoum 6 nmom
Ha eonpoc o
mak atce Kak

maxum oopazom 6

80NPOC 0 MOM
no Haulemy MHeHUIO
6 OanHoll pabome
Ha dmom smane

He Mooicem Oblmb

mom 4mo 6

coenams 661800 0 MOM
6HE 3A6UCUMOCTIU O
He MOAbKO 6

HO npu 3mom

me unu umvie

Mom uucne u

6 mom yucne u
cocmoum 8 mom Ymo

6 Haulem ucciedo8aHul

opye om dpyea

in this case
can assume that [it can be
assumed that]

study process description
talk is about/ this is about
with this [idea] that
make a conclusion about
as seen from

also in/ as well as in

in the age from

in response to

in real life

this or that

on the tendency level

as well as

in adolescent age

until now

not only

includes

children and adolescents
in order to

in reality
at the same time in/ with this
in

consists of
to the question of
as well as

thus/therefore
quiestion about that [the fact
that]

in our opinion
in this work
at this stage
cannot be

this [this fact] that in
conclude that/ make a
conclusion that

independent of

not only in

but at the same time

these or others

including and

also including

consists of this [the fact] that
in our study

from each other



81
82
83
84

85

86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100

101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111

112

113
114
115
116
117
118

119
120

16
16
16
16

15

15
15
15
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14
14

13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
12
12
12

12

12
12
12
12
12
12

12
12

52
52
52
52

49

49
49
49
46
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45
45

43
43
42
42
42
42
42
42
40
40
40

40

40
39
39
39
39
39

39
39

12
15
13
15

11

10
12
11
10

12

11

10

12

10

10

11
11

10

10

10
11

106

uope
Hecmomps Ha mo (umo) +
0 MoM Kax

Hecmomps Ha mo
UCCIe008aHUuU NpUHsIU
yuacmue

MOICHO paccmampueanb
Kak

ommemumas 4mo 8
A6715emcsi OOHUM U3
mak dice Kak u +

bonee 6biCOKULL yPOBEHD
opye ¢ Opyeom
3a8ucumMocmu om mozo
K momy 4mo

KaKk u 8

Ha nepevlii nIaH

HA Ce200HAWHUL OeHb

¢ Opyeumu 1i00bmu

max u Ha

mMo2o U UHO20

s615emcs OOHOU U3
6 UCCLe006AHUU NPUHSLIU
yuacmue

3aKNI0YAeMCst 6 MOM YO
a c opyeoii

6 UCCe008AHUU NPUHSLIU
3aKNI0YAemcs 6 Mom

U mem camvim

no éceit 6UOUMOCIU
nocne moz2o Kax

6 Mot U UHOU
2080pUNL O MOM UMO

¢ Hawiell mouKy 3peHus +
ceudemenbcmayem 0 mom
ymo

ceudemenbCmayom 0 mom
ymo +

ObLIO YCMAHOBAEHO YMO
68 OAHHOM UCCNIe008aAHUL
6 Mou Ui

2080pUMb 0 MOM

MOJICHO cOenamsv 8bl800
0coobblIl uHmepec
npedcmaeisem

C 68bICOKUM YPOBHEM

and others in
despite the fact that
about how

despite the fact that

took part in the study

can be viewed as
note that in

is one of the

as well as

a higher level

with each other
depending on

to this [the fact] that
as in/like in

in the foreground
nowadays/ to date
with other people

as well as on

that or the other [gen]
is one of

took part in the study
consists in this [the fact] that
and on the other

in the study took

can be summarized in
and with that
evidently/apparently
after this [the fact] that
in one or another

talk about

from our point of view

indicates that

indicate that

was established that
in the present study
in this or

talk about

can be concluded

presents special interest
with a high level of



121
122
123
124
125
126

127

128
129
130
131
132
133
134

135
136
137

138
139
140
141
142
143

144
145
146
147
148

149
150

151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160

12
12
12
12
12
10

10

10
11
11
11
11
11
11

11
11
11

11
11
11
11
11

10
10
10

10
10

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

39
39
39
39
39
37

37

37
35
35
35
35
35
35

35
35
35

35
35
35
35
35
33

33
33
32
32
32

32
32

32
32
32
32
32
32
32
32
32
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12
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ceudemenbcmsyem o mom
max u 0ns

maxum oopasom

X00a uccied08anus 6
foHowell u 0esyuex

6 Mmom 4mo 6

MODICHO cOenams 6bi800 0
obpawaem Ha cebs
GHUMAHUE

a makoice Ha
a makoice ¢

bonee unu mernee

6 MeHbULell cmenetu
6 Hawell pabome

6 pabome ¢
UCCIe008a sl NOKA3ANU
umo

MOIUCHO c080pUNMb O

Ha cebs enumanue
HeobX00UMO ommemums
umo

no écetl gblOopKe

no Kpatinei mepe
npedcmaeienvl 8 mabauye
mo umo 8

6 mom yucine 8

6He 306UCUMOCTIU OM TO20
Kax 8UOHO U3 maoduysl

a makoice 6

6 OaHHOU cmambe

6 0beux epynnax
8 omeuecmeenHo
ncuxono2uu

6 nocneonee epems

6 couemanuu ¢

6 mom cayuae

6 wacmnocmu 6

BAJICHO OMMEMUMb YIMO
BUOHO U3 MabAUYbL

u 8 yenom

Ha 3mou cmaouu
obpawaem Ha cebs

1O UX MHEHUIO

6 KOHeYHOM cueme

provides evidence to [sing]/
indicates that/ indicates the
fact that

as well as for/to
therefore

study process in
young men and women

in that/ in the [fact] that
we can conclude/ can be
concluded ...about
noteworthy/draws attention
upon itself

as well as on

as well as with

more or less

to a lesser degree/ extent
in our work

in the work with

of the study showed that
can be talked about
attention on itself

it is necessary to note that
throughout the sample

at least

are presented in table
this [the fact] that in

including in
no matter/ independent of [the
fact] that

as can be seen from table
as well as in

in the present article

in both groups

in the fatherland psychology
recently

together with / in conjunction
with

in the case of

in particular in

it is important to note that
seen from table

and in general

at this stage

draws upon itself

in their opinion

in the end [as a result]
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6 HEKOMOPBIX CYYASX
6 NOJIHOU Mepe

6 amotl obracmu

U Y8ePEeHHOCHIb 8

U3 moeo umo

Kpome mozo 6

Moz2ym 6blmb C853aHbl
Modicem npusecmu K
npu 3mom He

npu 5Mom OHU

¢ onopotul Ha

¢ noMoOubIO

¢ maxkum oopasom

mak uiu uHave

MaxKum 06pasoM MOANCHO
Mmom uucne 6

MoM Umo oHu

yenoeexa u e2o

umo no mepe

9o Moxcem Ovlmo

9Mo O3HAYAEem Ymo
umo e

00HU U me dce +

yKasvsleaem Ha mo 4mo
umo 6 c601 oqepedb
ObLIIO BbIABILEHO UMO

8 KaKoul mo

8 PAMKAX OAHHO20

8 psloe cryyaes

6 mom umoowl

6 Yeiom no

8AXHCHYIO PO 8

Opye Kk opyay

u npu SMom

u maxkum obpazom

u me oice

u mo umo

Modicem Gblmb CEA3AHO
MOJCHO CKA3AMb YN0
Ha mo umo6wl

He mo2ym Oblmb

He MOJIbKO Ha

HO U &6

in some cases
fully/ in full capacity
in this area

and confidence in
from [the fact] that
Besides, in

may be related

can lead to

while not

while they

based on

via/with the help of
with that way

anyway/ this or that way
this way you can/we can/ it is
possible

including in
that they
man and his
that as

it could be

it means that
and soonin

same
indicates that / [the fact] that/
points to the fact that

which in turn
it was revealed that

at some
as part of this/in the frame o
this

in some cases

in that, to

on the whole
important role in
to each other
and wherein

and thus

the same

and [the fact] that
may be related
we can say that
in order to

can not be

not only on

but also in
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no mepe yeeiudeHus

C HUM 6

cmanosumcs éce bonee
mak u ne

max u ¢

VKA3bl6aem Ha mo

umo 6 c6010

umo mosicem ObIMb
umo om He

6 mom cayuae eciu
émecme ¢ mem

sHUMAaNUe Ha mo (4mo)+

0 MOM 4mo 6
a makoice o

6 3HAYUMENbHOLL CTeneHuU
6 KOHYe X

68 0OHOM U3

6 nocneonue 200vl

6 mom yucne

6 Yenom u

BHUMAHUEe Ha mo

epemMst om epemMerHu
Uccnedo8anue noKa3aLo
umo

ux cea3u ¢
Mbl BPEONONONACUTU YO
Ha 3Mmom 8onpoc
NPeononoHCUMs YMO 8
npu 3mom y

PasHo Kax u

cmem @

CBA3AHO ¢ meM
coenams cnedyroujue
86160001

mom cyuae eciu
5MO CBA3AHO C

P npu 5mom

a He Ha

a makvice ux

8 uccaedo8anuu Oviu

8 KOMOpoU oOH

6 nociieonue Oecsmuiemus
8 Yeiom 8

00 Mo20 KaK

as you increase/as we increase
with him in

getting more/becoming
increasingly

as well as not

as well as with
indicates that

which in its

what could be

that he not

in case if

at the same time in

attention to [the fact] that
about that in/ about [the fact]
that

as well as about

to a large extent

at the end of x

in one of

in recent years
including

in general and
attention to [the fact]
occasionally/ from time to
time

the study showed that
their relationship with
we assumed that

to this question
suggest that in

at the same time in

as well as

with that in

due to the/ connected to the
draw the following
conclusions

in case if

it's connected with
p in this case

and not on

as well as their

in the study were
in which he

in recent decades
generally in
before
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U 6 OMHOWEHUU
UCCeO08AHUS 8
uccneoo8anuu

UCCEe008AHUSL 8 CIAMbE
K momy otce

Kak pas u

MOJCHO 8bIOCTUMb
HECKOJIbKO

Mbl Bpeonoaazaem Ymo
MbL cyumaem Ymo
Ha nepeom smane
Ha 3moil 0OCHOoge

He MOJIbKO 015

HO U Ha

ommemumos Yymo Ha
10 €20 MHEHUIO
mem iy UHbIM
MOM Umo ow
ueno6eK 6 8o3pacme

MO Npos6Isiemcs 6

C653AHO C meM 4mo

and regarding/and in relation

to

research in research
research in the article
in addition

just and

there are severall/it is possible

to single out (highlight)
several

we assume that

we believe that

at the first stage

on this basis

not only for

but also on

note that on

in his opinion

one way or another
that he [the fact] that he
elderly person

it manifests itself in

due to [the fact]
that/connected to [the fact]
that
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Appendix 2: Functional classification of the first 50 frequent bundles

Research-oriented

Description

Location

Quantification

Procedure

Topic

PSY-ENG1
the online supplemental materials, online supplemental materials for, in the development of,
the nature of the, in a way that, the ways in which

PSY-ENG2

the relationship between the, is based on the, for the development of

in the form of, in the field of, on the level of, turned out to be, the basis of the, the level of
the, level of development of, be explained by the

PSY-RUS1
6 so3pacme om / in the age from, mou uau unoii / that or other

PSY-ENG1
in the online supplemental, at the end of, over the past years, at the university of

PSY-ENG2
the end of the, in the course of, at the end of, in the structure of (the)+, that there is a, in the
group of

PSY-RUS1
6 Hacmosuyee epems / at present time, mam dice ¢ / also there with

PSY-ENG1
the extent to which, a wide range of, one of the most, the degree to which, to the extent that,
a wide variety of

PSY-ENG2
a high level of, is one of the, with a high level, one of the most, a higher level of, a low level
of, a number of studies

PSY-RUS1
6 bonvuieli cmenenu / to a greater extent

PSY-ENG1
a meta analysis of, as part of a, in the general population, we were able to

PSY-ENG2
the results of the, in the process of, with the help of, the analysis of the, the first stage of

PSY-RUS1
6 omgem Ha / in response to, 8 mo epems / at the time

PSY-ENG1
health and wellbeing of, (the) science and practice of +, national institutes of health, across
the lifespan of

PSY-ENG2
russian version of the

PSY-RUS1
6 coyuanvHuix cemsx / in social networks, 6 peanvroul scuznu / in real life

Text-oriented

Framing signals

PSY-ENG1
in the context of, in the form of, as a function of, with respect to the, the context of the, in the
case of



Transition signals

Structuring signals

Resultative signals
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PSY-ENG2
in the case of, on the basis of, in the context of, in this case the, the case of the

PSY-RUS1
6 mom uucne / including,  3agucumocmu om / depending on, no omnowenuio k / in relation
to, peuv uoem o / the talk is about

PSY-ENGL1: as well as the, in addition to the, in terms of the

PSY-ENG?2: at the same time, as well as the, on the other hand, on the one hand, the same
time the, in accordance with the

PSY-RUSL: ¢ mo epems kax / however, o mom umo / about this [the fact] that, no
cpasnenuio ¢/ in, comparison to, 8 mom umo / in [the fact] that, u m n / and so on, 6 cés3u c
/in connection to, u m 0 / and so forth, 6 omauuue om / in contrast with, 8 coomgemcmauu ¢
| in agreement with, na mo umo / to [the fact] that, emecme ¢ mem /together with this, ¢
mouxu 3penus / from the point of view,  nepgyro ouepeos / firstly, ¢ 00HoU cmopoHsl / on
the one hand, 6 mo dce 8pems / at the same time, mem He menee / nevertheless, 8 ceoro
ouepeow / in its turn, (8) ceasu c smum + / in connection to this, c Opyzoii cmoponwt / on the
other hand, ¢ mem umo (more specifically), max u 6 / so in

PSY-ENG1: see the online supplemental, of this article is, in a sample of
PSY-ENG2: are presented in table

PSY-RUSL: onucanue xooa uccnedosanus / study process description, kak 6uoHo us / as
seen from

PSY-ENG1: has been shown to, have been shown to, as a result of

PSY-ENG2: as a result of, it was found that

PSY-RUSL1: gb1800 0 mom umo + / conclusion about [the fact] that,
coenamsb 8v1600 0 / make a conclusion about

Stance-oriented

Engagement
features

Stance features

PSY-ENGLI.: it is important to, (is) important to note that +
PSY-ENG?2: it is necessary to, (it) should be noted that +, it is important to

PSY-RUSL: moorcro npednonosxcums umo / it can be assumed that
cnedyem ommemums umo / should be pointed out that

PSY-ENG1.: are more likely to, more likely to be, it is possible that, were more likely to, can
be used to, research is needed to, been shown to be, has the potential to, it may also be

PSY-ENG?2: the fact that the, it is possible to, to the fact that

PSY-RUS1: mom ¢paxm umo / the fact that, na naw 83210 / in our view




